On Turkic converb clauses

Lars Johanson

1. Turkic converb segments

The following remarks on certain diachronic aspects of the structure and use
of Turkic converb clauses are also intended as a contribution to the general
discussion of converbs, all the more as Turkic languages — like Mongolian,
Tungusic, Korean, Japanese, Dravidian, etc. — exhibit particularly elaborate con-
verb systems. Among all possible properties of Turkic converbs and the syntactic
segments they carry, the focus will be on features relating to different levels
of construction, to semantic modification, and — for some main types — to
aspectual content.

Most features typical of converbs in the modern languages are already found
in the oldest known Turkic texts.! In dealing with these common elements, we
will take the converb segment (CS) to be a nonfinite unit which is constructionally
subordinated to — a base segment (BS).> * The converb segments, minimally
consisting of a verb form, but expandable to full-fledged clauses, are provided
with suffixed subjunctors, used much like subordinative conjunctions in European
languages. The following example from Modern Turkish may provide a first il-
lustration:

D Turkish
Ali gel-ince Osman sagir-d-.
Ali come-conv Osman be surprised-TRM.PAST-3.5G

cs=subjunctypiunceor BS=superjunct
‘When Ali came, Osman was surprised.’

2. Levels of construction

The formal patterns of Turkic converb syntax and the possibilities of linkage
display various language-specific features. For the discussion of diachronic devel-
opments it is, however, essential to define, in 2 more general way, a few relevant
levels of construction. The base segment with which the converb segment is in
construction may be a full predication, 2 more reduced one, or 2 more limited
predicative element. We distinguish four cardinal levels.
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2.1. Level 1

At level 1, the base segment and the converb segment are “full” predications in

the sense that each has a first actant (A') of its own, whether overtly expressed
4

or not:

predication 1 ([subj] predicate) + predication 2 ([subj} predicate).
cs BS

This different-first-actant (“absolute”) construction is present in the Turkish
example (1) given above: A/ gelince Osman sasirdr “When Ali came, Osman was
surprised’.

2.2. Level 2

At level 2, the converb segment and the base segment have the same first actant,
the base segment just constituting a second predicate:

predication ([subj] predicate 1 + predicate 2)
cs BS

This same-first-actant construction is present in, e. g,

@) Turkish
Ali gel-ince sasir-d-1.
Ali come-conv be.surprised-TRM.PAST-3.5G
‘When Ali came, he was surprised.’

This use of the converb segment is thus comparable to the normal uses of
English free adjuncts, French gérondifs, and Slavic converbs.

Already at level 2, there may be semantic fusion of various degrees, change
of notional structure, representation of complexes rather than separate actions,
creation of new integrated concepts. Increasing fusion is accompanied by
stronger formal constraints with respect to insertion of elements between the
segments.

2.3. Level 3

In this case, the base segment is a still more limited element. A common verbal
phrase is formed, in which the base segment just constitutes a second predi-
cate core:

predication ([subj] predicate (predicate core 1 + predicate core 2))
cs BS
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(3 Turkish
al-1p gel-
take-coNv come
‘to bring’

4 Turkish
ol-up bit-
come into existence-CONvV end

‘to happen’

The converb segment and the base segment together have a single actancy
pattern. Insertion of elements between them is heavily restricted or excluded.
There is strong semantic fusion (teptesentation of one single event) and a ten-
dency towards lexicalization.

2.4. Level 4

The base segment is just part of the predicate core, i.e., of a periphrastic con-
struction in which it functions as a grammatical marker. The converb segment
subjunctor plus the base segment verb stem form a postverb expressing actio-
nality, for instance, durativity by means of -i ge/-.

predication ([subj] predicate (predicate core (lexeme + postverb)))
cs BS

The converbs used at this level are typically aspectual ones of intra- or post-
terminal origin (see section 8).

If there is not enough segmental context to allow for deciding upon the level,
prosodic features (pitch patterns, junctions) generally prevent ambiguity, for in-
stance in the case of Kirghiz

5) Ogu-p tur-d-u.
read-conv stand-TRM.PAST-3.5G.
‘He kept reading’ (level 4)
‘He read and [then] stood up.” (level 2)°

3. Further developments

Forms of level 4 combinations may also develop into aspecto-temporal cate-
goties. Thus, periphrastic combinations of a postterminal converb plus copula
(e.g, turur “stands’), have developed into stative postterminal predicators. Ac-
tional periphrases involving an intraterminal converb have developed into intra-
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terminal predicators (sece Johanson 1971: 133, 1976a [1991a]: 10-103, etc.).®
Thus, the Turkish present form yag-zyor ‘he writes’ seems to go back to the
following construction:’

6) *yag-a yoritr
write-CONV walk-AORIST.3.5G

Another common development is the reanalysis and grammaticalization of con-
verb forms of individual verbs as connectives (postpositions, conjunctional ad-
verbs, etc.), for instance, Turkish gir-e (gir ‘see’) ‘according to’, ol-arak (o/- ‘be-
come, be’) ‘being’, ‘as’, ‘in the quality of’, or diye (de- ‘say’) ‘saying’, ‘that’, a
subjunctor marking complements to verbs of utterance, thinking, knowing etc.,
with causal, purposive and other meanings. (See Yiice 1973: 7-11, 19-20 for
further examples.)

4. Turkic converb clauses

In the following, we shall deal exclusively with the levels 1 and 2. Here, the
converb segments are converb clauses, nonfinite realizations of predications, basic
text-building units patticipating in pluripredicate constructions within the limits
of sentences. Within their superordinate base (‘matrix’) clauses they function as
free adverbial adjuncts not required by any actancy pattern.® The embedding is
recursive in that converb clauses may contain converb clauses themselves. They
may also be coordinated with each other, though this is seldom done by means
of conjunctions. As is natural for basically head-final languages, a Turkic converb
clause typically stands in the prefield of the predicate core of the superordinate
base clause.’”

The converb subjunctors signal various semantic relations between the con-
verb clause and the base clause, i.e., aspectual, temporal and other relational
ideas. Whereas the finite sentence is optimally matked for aspect, tense, mood,
modality, personal reference, and illocution, converb clauses take no mood
markers of their own, no ordinary tense markers, only restricted sets of aspect
markers, and seldom person and number matkers. They are frequently within
the scope of the sentence operators. We shall deal with some of these propet-
ties below.

5. The formal structure of converb markers
Some converb subjunctors are primary in the sense of being morphologically

unanalyzable, some are verbal nouns in an adverbial case, with a postposition,
with an absolutely used noun, or with some other element added.
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In OId Turkic propet, the first known written variety of Turkic documented
mainly in inscriptions in so-called “runic” script (the cighth to the eleventh
century), we find a number of converb markers which will be listed here, for
the time being without any discussion of functions and without regard to the
corresponding negative forms.'?

1. Morphologically unanalyzable units:

a. one with a suffix-final vowel (variants: -4, -4, -yu, etc.)

b. the suffixes -p and -pan (the latter probably » + instrumental)!!
c. %"

d. -yal.

It should be stressed that, in spite of numerous speculative proposals regarding
the etymology, the origin of these oldest Turkic converbs is still unknown.

2. Verbal noun: -sar'? '

3. Verbal noun (-dug, etc)) in an adverbial case (dative in -ya, logative in -8,
instrumental in -o#), or with a postposition (#&%n ‘because’).

4. Combination - (aorist) + drk[d}4.

In later varieties, this general picture is preserved, but cettainly also widened.
In group 1, we find other morphologically unanalyzable units such as -vaé The
suffix -sar of group 2 changes to -sz and thus joins group 1. In group 3, there
are numerous forms based on verbal nouns in adverbial cases (locative, dative,
ablative, instrumental, equative), with postpositions, or with nouns in an absolute
use. The combination with drk[d]/ under 4 is followed by similar combinations
(with drkdn, ekdn, etc.).

6. Converb markers and function classes

Many Turkic predicator suffixes are, particularly in the older languages, rather
versatile and not strictly bound to only one of the functions of marking senten-
ces, adnominal clauses and complement clauses.’* Converb markers, however,
are, as a rule, syntactically monofunctional (“noncombined”).

Though the Turkic converb has thus proved rather stable as a function class,
there have nevertheless been some cases of transition, toward it and away from
it.!> Besides, prototypical participles (verbal adjectives) may sometimes appear
in converb-like functions. The “copredicative” use of -mzs in modern Turkish
seems to be influenced — or at least reinforced — by similar French construc-
tions, e. g.:
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(7) Turkish
Boludan  ayril-mis Ankara’ya  dogru  yol  al-wyor-uzg.
Bolu-aBL depart-psT.pTCP Ankara-pat straight way take-pres-1.rL
‘Having left Bolu, we advance towards Ankara.’

7. First actant reference

Some converbs, mainly those representing group 3, carry subject representatives
as markers of first actant reference, indicating person and number, for instance:

® Old Turkic
olor-dug-s-m-a.
SIt-TRM.VN-POSS-1.8G.-DAT
‘as 1 sat down.’

These convetbs tepresent the fixed first actant (fixed-A') type, which is typical
of Yakut (cf. the similar situation in Tungusic languages). Most converbs, how-
ever, are uncommitted as to personal reference, representing the open first ac-
tant (open-A') (“unpersonal”) type. In this case, the first actant of the converb
clause and the base clause may be referentially identical or not. The “controller”
of the nonrealized first actant of the converb clause may be the first actant or
another actant of the superordinate clause, but also an “indirect” participant
(for instance, the possessor of an actant) or a referent not mentioned in the
sentence, but identifiable from the preceding discourse or situation. Thus, the
first actant reference is often determinable by pragmatic inference only. The
Turkic languages differ considerably from each other with respect to control
conditions, the modern Europeanized norm languages generally tending to
stricter syntactic principles.'® Still, all of them allow for cases where the first
actant of a subjectless converb clause based on an open converb is not corefer-
ential with the first actant of the base clause:

9 Old Uighur (Schulz 1978: 127)
Aik-ni ber-ginia,  bo:  yem-ni  ye-ziin.
Donkey-acc give-conv this feed-acc eat-opr.3.56
‘Until [someone] gives the donkey back, it shall eat this’

(10) Turkish (Swift 1963: 162)7
Tekrar igab ed-ince, anla-d-im.
Again explanation do-conv understand-TrM.past-1.5G
‘Upon [someone’s] explaining again, 1 understood.’
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Though contrasting same first actant (same A') and different first actant (dif-
ferent-A') converbs are not typical of Turkic, some converbs tend towards one
of these types, i. e., prefer one of the constructional levels 1 and 2. In such cases,
then, the first actant of the converb clause is in some way “controlled” by the
base clause. The conditions differ considerably across languages.'® There are no
consistent comparative personal reference tracking (“switch reference”) systems
where each converb signals either identity or change of first actant in the next
predication. The diachronic tendency of some converbs towards the same first
actant type will be dealt with below.

8. Semantic relations

What semantic relations between converb and base clauses are signalled by Old
Turkic converbs? It seems that -va/i expresses abstemporality (‘since’) and pur-
pose (‘in order to’), -sar condition (‘if’), -r drk[d]/ temporal inclusion and con-
trast (‘while’, ‘whereas’), -dug plus #f%n reason (‘because’), -dug plus the ablative
case matrker means (‘by’), etc. In Old Uighut, the second known written Turkic
variety (known from manuscripts in various alphabets from the eleventh century
on), there are several additional units, among which -yinla is limitative (‘until’,
‘as long as’), -v# plus dative case markers purposive, -#aq plus dative case mark-
ers causal, and -mag plus instrumental or ablative case markers is instrumental.

It is, however, obvious that certain converbs exptess aspectual ideas, various
perspectives in which the events referred to are envisaged. In our discussion of
these perspectives, we shall use the following terminology with respect to the
cardinal aspectual categories: [ntraterminal units envisage the event within the limits
of its occurrence, postterminal ones after its relevant limit, whereas ferminal units
present the event directly and as a whole, implying attainment of its relevant limit."’
It is not unusual for aspectual units to combine or to vacillate between post-
terminality and terminality.

As far as the Old Turkic converbs are concerned, the marker 1a (.. ¢., with
suffix-final vowel) is clearly intraterminal, whereas 1b () and 1c¢ (-°4) seem
to be postterminal to terminal. In Old Uighur, there are, in addition, combina-
tions of three units, an intraterminal -7, a postterminal -»zf and a terminal -dug,
with case markers (locative, dative, ablative, instrumental or equative ). Thus we
find, for instance, tempotal converbs with the locative case marker such as -»
plus -da (intraterminal), -»if plus da (postterminal), -dug plus -da (terminal). The
complex marker -r drkdn is, like the equivalent -r 4rk[4)/ in the inscriptions,

intraterminal by virtue of its -r element.?’
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Later written varieties of Tutkic present similar situations.”! In the further
development of the Turkic languages, there is an increasing number of converbs,
expressing manifold relational ideas of aspect, sequence, manner, citcumstance,
etc. Sequential relations can be established by means of special converbs signal-
ling relative anteriority (;n ki1 = Eo; ‘after’), relative posteriority (051 = Eo;
‘before’), temporal inclusion (,qE; = E,; ‘while’), limitation (;,E; = Eo; ‘us-
que’, ‘until the relevant limit of E; is attained’ (i.e., the relevant limit of the
converb clause event is the final limit of the base clause event), etc.*? None of
these temporal converbs exptess absolute tense meanings.*

Aspectual units always form the core of the systems, though the expression
of the cardinal categories is subject to considerable variation. To facilitate com-
parison, etymologically identical forms of different languages and developmental
stages will, in the following, be written in stereotyped forms within angular
brackets. Thus, the above-mentioned convetb category with suffix-final vowels
will be rendered as {A), -p and its etymological relatives as (B), -°& etc. as
ICAY, the aortist -7 as (RD, -mif as (MSD, the similar category -yan as {GN),
-yat as {GC), the comparative suffix -rag as (RQ), etc. Most languages possess
intraterminals such as (A+RQ)», <(R+LOC), postterminals such as
{MS+LOC), terminals such as (B), <ICAY etc.?* Thus, for instance, (B> de-
rives its functions from values established in oppositions with intraterminal con-
verbs, normally (A).?> There are, however, often functional differences between
etymologically related forms.

9. Interpretations of aspectual converbs

The aspectual converbs present in all Turkic converb systems will be the main
concern of the present contribution. First of all, it is impottant to state that
their values are frequently mistaken for temporal or other meanings. This is
largely due to approaches departing from language-independent cognitive
contents and seeking language-specific devices for expressing them. Such analy-
ses are, of course, perfectly legitimate; but as they easily overlook ideas which
do not quite meet the linguist’s expectations, unbiased search for language-speci-
fically expressed ideas is a necessary corrective. Several Turkic converbs inevita-
bly appear semantically “vague” if interpreted in such preconceived extrinsic
terms. This is still the case in many grammars dominated by one-sided tempo-
ralistic thinking. Prejudiced European Turcologists have even claimed that lan-
guages with “vague” converb categories (not fitting into the aprioristic schemes)
represent relatively primitive stages of linguistic development.®
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Contextual determination and pragmatic implications may suggest rather wide
ranges of vatrious readings. Aspectual values can, for example, be subject to
temporal interpretation by taxis to the time of the base clause event: intratermi-
nality as nonanteriority (temporal ovetlapping, simultaneity; “doing”), postter-
minality as anteriority (precedence; “having done™); see johanson 1971: 100—
104, 283, 1990b: 138-141, 1991b: 104-105.%" Intraterminals may be interpreted
in terms of durativity, manner, instrument, etc., postterminals in resultative,
causal, and other terms. Terminal converbs such as (B) atre often claimed to
express a multitude of relations, simultaneity, concomitance, cause, concession,
purpose, compatison, manner, circumstance, condition, etc. (Dzanmavov 1967:
43, 62-74, 275-277; Schulz 1978: 142-147). All these particular “contextual
readings”, which may more or less correspond to the speaker’s intention and/
or to the addressee’s interpretation, result from the predicational linkage as such,
and not from the convetb; they are realizations under specific conditions, deter-
mined in complex ways by various semantic elements and pragmatic factots.
None of them are pertinent converb values; few of them are systematically
present under definable grammatical or semantic conditions.

10. Modification

A second important point to stress here is that the alleged problems of semantic
indeterminacy of some converb markers, particulatly in non-Europeanized Tur-
kic varieties, also arise from a typical eurocentric fallacy, the identification of
constructional subordination with semantic modification.

Modification [+mod] is taken here in the sense of converb clause information
expressing a propositional restriction which determines, characterizes, modu-
lates, explains or comments on the base clause event, specifying its circum-
stances, constituting a frame of reference for it, situating it cognitively (for in-
stance, as to reason, purpose, consequences, conditions, etc.). If the convetb
clause content modifies the base clause content, it adds a feature which makes
the latter more specified. We refer to modifying converb clauses as satelites and
use the sign = for their special relationship to the superordinate clause (CS
= BS).

Turkic converb clauses often function as satellites, answering to questions
such as: When/how,/under what circumstances does the base clause event oc-
cur? They thus provide further information about the kind of event, its sequen-
tial relations, its purpose and cause, its conditions and consequences, the degree,
manner, means of its realization, etc. This property reduces their discourse rele-
vance, their narrative value, their degree of communicative dynamics. Satellite
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converb clauses typically do not assert, do not move the text towards its com-
municative goal, have only secondary relevance for the development of the
central events, and may rather be interpreted as “backgrounding”, frequently
even as “old (presupposed) information”. This discursive behavior emanates
from the feature [+mod], modification.

All this is in accordance with the situation in modern standatd average Euro-
pean languages, where temporal, conditional, causal, instrumental, comparative,
and other modifications ate expressed by subordination. Thus, European lin-
guists often expect subordinated predications to be satellites in general and to
be translatable by subotrdinate conjunctional clauses of their own languages.
Turkic converb clauses are constructionally subordinated, but this does not pre-
vent some of them from suggesting, in a rather systematic way, readings typical
of Buropean coordinate clauses.” This is only a consequence of their ability to
be nonmodifying. From the feature [-mod] follows the ability to represent equal
events, 1. e., events of equal narrative rank with the base clause events. By virtue
of this discourse relevance or narrative value, nonmodifying converb clauses
may be interpreted as “foreground”, “new information”, and thus bring a text
closer to its total communicative goal. We use the sign < for this special rela-
tionship between a subjunct and its superjunct, i.e., in this case, between the
converb clause and the superordinate one (CS < BS).

Since this behavior is not typical of subordinate clauses in European lan-
guages, certain Turkic converb clauses have been claimed to be of “coordinative
charactet”, though they only deviate in their ability of being nonmodifying,
Subordinate predications may, in principle, be interpreted restrictively or non-
restrictively. To be able to discover and describe covariation of subordination
and modification, it is essential not to use identical terms for both concepts, for
instance, to speak of subordinative constructions that “express coordination”,
or confusing terms like “cosubordination” which seem to blur the borderlines
between different independent criteria.?

At level 1, converb clause satellites contribute to the specification of the full
predication expressed by the base clause, for instance, A/ gelince Mebmet gitti
‘When Ali came, Mehmet left’, where Ak gelince adds a feature to the event of
“Mehmet leaving”. In European languages, this modification is mostly expressed
by finite adverbial clauses provided with conjunctions. At level 2, the modifica-
tum is the predicate expressed by the base clause, e. g,

(11) Turkish
Ali giil-erek gir-d-i.
Ali laugh-cONV enter-TRM.PAST.-3.5G
‘Ali entered laughing’
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where giilerek adds a feature to the activity of “entering”.>’ In several European
languages, this modification is expressed by verbal noun plus case/adposition.

In modern Turkish, -arak is typically modifying intraterminal and -zzc2 modify-
ing terminal, whereas -p may function as a nonmodifying terminal.

11. Scope of operators and focusability

Modifying converb clauses are outside the scope of illocutionary main clause
markers signalling assertion. A main clause containing a converb clause is only
asserted as a whole.®! Similarly, an interrogative operator carried by a base clause
questions the whole block CS plus BS (the content of the base clause as modi-
fied by the converb clause), for instance, in modern Turkish:

(12) Turkish
Al gel-ince Jit-t-in mi?
Ali come-cONV go-TRM.PAST-2.56 Q)
‘Did you go when Ali came?’

Since satellites are focusable, however, the content of the converb clause can be
interrogated separately by shifting the position of the operator, e. g,

(13) Turkish
Al gel-ince mi git-t-in?
Ali come-conv Q goO-TRM.PAST-2.5G
‘Was it when Ali came that you went?’

If, on the other hand, a converb clause is used in a nonmodifying way, it is
integrated within the temporal, modal and illocutionary scope of its base clause,
i.e, it shares the operators with it. See, for instance the following sentences:

(14) Turkish
Gel-ip Lor-stin.
come-CONV see-OPT.35G
‘Let him come and see’

(15) Turkish
Herkes gek-1p ‘Ben  Tiirk-sim’ di-yebil-meli.
everybody come-out-conv 1 Turk-corl.sG say-possiB-NEC.3sG
‘Everybody should be allowed to step forth and [should be allowed
to] say that he is a Turk’
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The scope of the interrogation extends over the whole junction:

(16) Turkish
Gel-ip gor-siin mi?
come-CONV see-OPT.3.5G6 Q
‘Shall he come here and sece?’

Only converb clauses used in a propositionally restrictive sense are focusable.
We shall return to the interesting and complicated problem concerning the con-
ditions under which the content of (B} clauses can be interrogated separately.
The scope of negation will also be dealt with briefly in section 22.

12. Aspectual satellites and nonmodifying terminals

All Turkic languages possess intraterminal, postterminal and terminal satellites.
The perspective they express is bound to some otientation point (O), which
coincides with the localization point of the base clause event. Thus, the aspectual
perspective on one event (E;) at some orientation point modifies a second
event (E,) occurring there, for instance, i, B4 = O=E; or E, = O=E,
(emBq = E;). Terminal satellites (,mE; = E,), imply attainment of the relevant
limit of the converb clause event (E;*) as a condition for the base clause event:
“as soon as/when/if E,* is reached”, “on reaching E*”. Terminal satellites are
commonly based on converb types such as ACAY, (DQ+1oc), (R+Dat).*

All these satellites may be interpreted temporally (as simultaneous, preceding,
etc.; “doing”, “having done”, “on doing”), but their perspectival meanings are
the basic ones. In terms of narrative value, they typically present the converb
clause event as backgrounded rather than equal to the base clause event, even
if they do not necessarily convey “old information” only (cf. Foley 1986: 200).

Nonmodifying terminals can, however, by virtue of their terminal value, pre-
sent the converb clause in a direct, event-oriented way, and, by virtue of the
value [-mod], nonmodification, present it as narratively on a par with the base
clause content: .,,F1 < E,. The converb clause event is not bound to the base
clause event, but presented as being of equal rank, as foreground information
of primary narrative value. The linkage is rather “E,; occurs, E, occurs” than
“E, occurring, E; occurs”. This does, of course, not exclude close connections
between the events.

This nonmodifying terminal use is most typical of (B}, Yakut -a#, Chuvash
-sa, Tuvan -yas, etc. Still, it is a widespread and deeply rooted misunderstanding
in Buropean Turcology that these units are always used as adjuncts expressing
circumstances connected with the base clause event.”® Even if a circumstantial
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reading is often a possible interpretational option, propositional restriction is
not — and has apparently never been — a pertinent feature of (B).

Since {(B) may present the converb clause event as on a par with the base
clause as far as the narrative value is concerned, an Old Turkic (Orkhon Turkic)
sentence such as:

(7 Orkhon Turkic
QOislap si: tafoq[af-8-amaz
winter-CONV army set.out-TRM.PAST-1.PL
should be rendered as ‘We wintered and [then] set out’ rather than as ‘After

wintering, we set out’. Compare the following Old Turkic sentences (the first
one Orkhon Turkic, the second one Old Uighur):>*

(18) Orkhon Turkic
Tiirk baglir  bodon  dgar-ap saf-on-ap
Turk lord-pL people rejoice-conv be glad-conv
tonat-mis koz-i yigard  kor-d-i.

turn down-pPST.PTCP. eye-P0Oss.3.5G. upwards see-TRM.PAST-3.5G
‘The Turkic lords and people rejoiced, they wete glad, and their

downcast cyes looked upwards.’

(19) Old Uighur
Ol éd-iin bo:  H tegim-ldr  6ig
That time-INSTR these three prince-pL self
koniil-lir-in-da-ki sa:qin-mis sa:P-lar-i-n
mind-PL-P0$s.3.5G.-LOC-AD] think-PST.PTCP. word-pL-P0sS.3.5G.-ACC
$0:30a-5-ip otrii - Orii tur-up ol ariy
speak-REc-cONV then up stand.up-conv that wood
i-in-di tagi  it-girdi kir-d-i-lar.
intetior-P0ss.3.sG-LOC also intetior-DIR enter-TRM.PAST-3-PL
“Then these three princes told each other what they thought deep
in their hearts, and then they stood up and went deeper into that
wood.

13. Vacillation and diachronic development

The borderlines between postterminality and terminality or between modifica-
tion and nonmodification are not always clear. Materials of earlier historical
stages do not lend themselves to focusing tests and similar operations. There
are differences between vatieties and periods as far as the use of etymologically











































































